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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-2, 4, 13-14 and 16 are presented for examination. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1, 4, 13 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kelly, Jr. et al (US Pat No. 5,129,084 hereinafter Kelly) in view of 
Banga et al. ("Resource containers: A new facility for resource management in server 
system", USENIX Association, Third Symposium on Operating Systems Design and 
Implementation, OSDI, 1999). 

4. Regarding claim 1 , Kelly teaches a threaded computing environment having a 
plurality of contexts (col 5 lines 24-28, wherein threads execute contexts), a method for 
allocating the access of threads to a resource, the method comprising: 

receiving a request to access the resource from a first thread (col 29 lines 1-2); 
determining whether the resource is presently being accessed by a second 
thread (col 29 lines 2-1 1 ), and: 
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if the resource is presently being accessed by a second thread, denying the 
request to access the resource received from the first thread (col 29 lines 9-1 1 ); and 

if the resource is not presently being accessed by a second thread, allowing the 
request to access the resource received from the first thread (col 29 lines 6-9); 

maintaining thread settings associated with threads (col 5 lines 30-35). 

5. Kelly does not explicitly teach that each context is capable of containing a queue, 
context settings, a context dictionary, and objects. It is old and well known in the art that 
processors supporting context would have various features to support the use of such 
contexts. 

6. Kelly does not teach that the resource is a user interface context. A user 
interface context is defined by Applicant to be a context within which output is provided 
to a user and through which input is received ([0006]). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention that the user interface context 
is a resource since threads frequently require access to the user. 

7. Furthermore, Kelly does not teach maintaining context settings in the user 
interface context; and applying the context settings of the user interface context in place 
of the thread settings of any thread accessing the user interface context. 

8. Banga teaches creating resource containers for classes of requests where 
attributes are applied to incoming requests that request those resources (pg 52 column 
2, paragraphs 2-3). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to modify Kelly to include such teachings. One would be motivated 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/71 6,1 1 1 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2195 

by the desire to allow for precise accounting for costs of an activity as taught by Banga 
(pg 52 column 2, paragraph 3). 

9. Regarding claim 4, Kelly and Banga do not explicitly teach restoring the thread 
settings when a thread departs the user interface context. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include restoring the thread 
settings after the thread finished using the resource. 

10. Regarding claims 13 and 16, they are the computer readable media claims of 
claims 1 and 4 above. Therefore they are rejected for the same reasons as claims 1 and 
4 above. 

11. Claims 2 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kelly, Jr. et al (US Pat No. 5,129,084) and Banga et al. ("Resource containers: A new 
facility for resource management in server system", USENIX Association, Third 
Symposium on Operating Systems Design and Implementation, OSDI, 1999), further in 
view of Coutant (US Pat No. 6,293,712). 



12. 



Regarding claim 2, Kelly does not teach: 
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maintaining a context record associated with each thread that identifies the 
contexts accessed by the thread, the most recent entry in the context record indicating 
the context presently being accessed by the thread; 

when a thread accesses an object in the user interface context, checking the 
most recent entry in the context record associated with the thread; 

determining whether the most recent entry in the context record matches the 
context of the object being accessed; and 

if the most recent entry in the context record does not match the context of the 
object being accessed, raising an exception. 

1 3. Coutant teaches using a "context record" which is used to describe thread state 
in the most recent procedure activation at the point of interruption (col 5 lines 52-55). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Kelly to utilize a context record to track previously performed procedures by the 
thread to perform exception handling. Furthermore, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Kelly and Coutant by 
checking the most recent entry in the context record to match the context of the object 
being accessed. One would be motivated by the desire to ensure that the information 
saved to the context record is correct. 

14. Regarding claim 14, it is the computer readable media claim of claim 2 above. 
Therefore it is rejected for the same reasons as claim 2 above. 
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Response to Arguments 

15. aApplicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 and 13 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

16. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Eric C. Wai whose telephone number is 571-270-1012. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thurs, 9am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng - Ai An can be reached on 571-272-3756. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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